
the article is an attempt to analyzeAnselm of canterbury’s philo-
sophicaltheoryinthelanguageofmodallogic.thepresentedtextis
anattempttoconfronttheeffectivenessofthisapproachintwodimen-
sions:(1)thecorrectnessoradequacyofthereadingofAnselm’sphilo-
sophical thought; hence the first historical part, which outlines the
main assumptions ofAnselm’s philosophy, and specifically presents
hisconceptofthetheoryoflanguageintheperspectiveofhissolutions
in the field ofmetaphysics and theology; (2) the possibility of con-
structinga languageofmodal logic thatwouldbeable toreflect the
complexityofAnselm’sconception.

Anselm’s philosophy of language 
and its theological background

DOeS lANGUAGe exPreSS thiNGS ADeqUAtely?
“WhatsoeverAdam called every living creature, that was the name
thereof” (Genesis 2:19). Was the language instituted by Adam, or
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ratherbyGod throughAdam,anatural language in the sense that it
allowedusers to capture essencesbyvirtueof anatural relationship
betweenthespokenwordsandthethingsnamed?Whatwefindhere
isatensionbetweenbiblicalexegesis,whichemphasizednaturalrela-
tionships, andAristotelian logic,which in turn emphasized the con-
ventionality of language. in the12th century,thierryofchartres (c.
1085–1156)advancedthetheorythatGod,byutteringwordsintheact
of creation, gave essence to things andAdam, inspired by theholy
Spirit,usedthesamewordstonamecreatedthings.thierrywascon-
vinced that his theorywas compatiblewith Boethius’s belief in the
conventionality of spoken language. later authors, such asthomas
Aquinas,stressedthatthisoriginalendowmentofwordswithconven-
tionalsignificationshouldbearationalanddeliberatehumanactivity,
buthefurthersuggestedthatthiswasbyvirtueoftheinnerormental
wordthatcapturedtheessenceofthethingnamed,ratherthananycor-
respondencebetweenarbitrarysoundandessence.hence,spokenlan-
guagewhichtakesitsmeaningfromconventionresultsfromthenat-
ural inner language, i.e., mental language.1 the formulation of the
problemasithasbeenpresentedaboveanddifferentattemptsatsolv-
ing it come from the period of Western thought when most of
Aristotle’s textshadalreadybeenknownandattemptsweremadeto
reconcile his conceptionof science and theoryof languagewith the
christianfaith.Nevertheless,thehistoryofchristianthoughtfromits
very beginning has beenmarked by a tension between the letter of
ScriptureandthedemandsofrationalityformulatedbyGreekphiloso-
phy.Differentstrategiesfordealingwiththisaporiahavebeenoffered
throughout history. to illustrate this problem, let us start with the
famousRatio Anselmi fromtheProslogion:
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1 e. JenniferAshworth,“languageandlogic,” inThe Cambridge Companion to
Medieval Philosophy,ed.byArthurS.McGrade(cambridge:cambridgeUniv.Press,
2003),83–84.



Forinonewayathingisthoughtwhenthewordsignifyingitisthought,
andinanotherway[itisthought]whenthatwhichthethingisunder-
stood.thus, in the firstwaybutnotat all in the second,Godcanbe
thoughtnottoexist.indeed,noonewhounderstandsthatwhichGodis
canthinkthatGoddoesnotexist,eventhoughhesaysthesewords[viz.,
“Goddoes not exist”] in his heart eitherwithout any signification or
with somestrange signification.ForGod is that thanwhichagreater
cannotbethought.Anyonewhorightlyunderstandsthis,surelyunder-
standsthatthat[thanwhichagreatercannotbethought]existsinsuch
waythat itcannotevenconceivablynotexist.therefore,anyonewho
understands thatGod is such [abeing]cannot think thathedoesnot
exist.2

Anselm introduces a distinction between the understanding of a
wordandtheunderstandingofathingitself,3 i.e.,betweenthelevelof
languageandthatofathingitself.tounderstandtheessenceof“idquo
maiuscogitarinonpotest”istoreallyunderstandthisthing;itisnotto
understandtheworditself,butwhatis“thatthanwhichagreatercan-
notbethought;”andbyunderstandingthiswecometounderstandthat
we cannot even think that such a being does not exist. SoAnselm
seemstoacceptthelegacyofSt.Augustine’s(neo)Platonismthateter-
nal ideas and truths exist. however,when formulating his directive
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2 Jasper hopkins and herbert richardson, transl., Complete Philosophical and
Theological Treatises of Anselm of Canterbury (Minneapolis: Banning, 2000), 95;
Proslogion 4:“Aliterenimcogitaturrescumuoxeamsignificanscogitatur,alitercum
id ipsumquodresest intelligitur. illo itaquemodopotestcogitarideusnonesse, isto
uerominime.Nullusquippeintelligensidquoddeusest,potestcogitarequiadeusnon
estlicethaecuerbadicatincorde,autsineullaautcumaliquaextraneasignificatione.
Deusenimestidquomaiuscogitarinonpotest.quodquibeneintelligit,utiqueintel-
ligitidipsumsicesse,utneccogitationequeatidnonesse.quiergointelligitsicesse
deum,nequiteumnonessecogitare.”

3 thesamedistinctionismadeinMonologion 10.



fides quaerens intellectum, he modifies theAugustinian theological
programaddinglogicalprecision,basedonhisreadingsofAristotle’s
workstranslatedandcommentedonbyBoethius.

AN OUtliNe OF ANSelM’S ScieNtiFic PrOGrAM
So,whatexactlyisAnselm’sscientificprogram?hisscientificmethod
seemstobedeterminedbytwocomponents:(1)ontheonehand,he
continuesAugustine’s theological program expressed in the words:
credo, ut intelligam, which can be seen in his view of theology as
“understandingoffaith”—intellectus fidei,andultimatelyinthemotto
fides quaerens intellectum;thisAugustinianorientationcanbeclassi-
fied as meditat io .4 (2) the other component is ratio, which is in
someoppositionto meditat io;itisthemethodicalexplicationofthe
contentof faith todemonstrate its rationality; forAnselm, this ratio-
nalityliesintheinnercoherenceofallthetruthsoffaith,ontheone
hand,andintheirperfectcompatibilitywiththereasonorthemethod
of discursive thinking, on the other hand. the first component was
deeplyrootedinthepatristictradition,i.e.,intheviewofphilosophy
and theology as scientia fidei;whereas the othermarked the begin-
ningsof anewperiod—Scholasticism, the emergenceofwhichwas
greatlyinfluencedbythediscoveryofAristotle’slogic,i.e.,themethod
of infalliblemodes of inference.Another important factor that defi-
nitelyshapedAnselm’sscientificmethodwasthemostseriouscontro-
versyofthe11th century,theso-calleddisputebetweensupportersof
dialecticsanditsopponents.itconcernedthequestionoftheextentto
which logiccouldbeapplied to thestatementsanddogmasof faith.
Anselmwasthuschallengedwith,ontheonehand,developingasys-
temthatwouldbefirmlyrootedintradition(Augustine)andwouldnot
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4 richard heinzmann,Filozofia średniowiecza [Medieval Philosophy], transl. by
PiotrDomański(Kęty:Antyk,1999),159.
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transcend the framework of orthodoxy and, on the other hand,with
developingamethodthatwouldsatisfythedemandsofreasonormore
broadlyrationalitythatwereformulatedonthebasisofBoethius’writ-
ingsandAristotle’stexts(logica vetus)knownatthattime.howdoes
Anselm strive to copewith the challengeof fides quaerens intellec-
tum?itseemsthatthiscanbeexplainedwellifwemakedistinctions
bothwithinfidesandwithinratio.Anselmbelievesthatfides canbe
foundintwodifferentforms,i.e.,subjectiveandobjective(fides qua
andfides quae).thesubjectiveperspectiveisthatofmaninhisspe-
cificexistentialsituation,inastateoffallfollowingfromoriginalsin,
manfraughtwithdeficienciesofreason,willandtheabilitytoachieve
anunderstandingofGod.thesedeficienciescanbecompensatedand
remedied bymeans of faith, because faith gives an explanation and
understanding.thelightoffaithrenewsman’sintellectandmakeshim
thesubjectof“possibletheology.”5 Anselmexplains:

indeed, nochristianought to question the truthofwhat thecatholic
churchbelieves in its heart and confesseswith itsmouth.rather, by
holdingconstantlyandunhesitatinglytothisfaith,bylovingitandliv-
ingaccordingtoit,heoughthumbly,andasbestheisable,toseekto
discoverthereasonwhyitistrue.ifheisabletounderstand,thenlet
himgivethankstoGod.Butifhecannotunderstand,lethimnottosshis
hornsinstrifebutlethimbowhisheadinreverence.6
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5Monologion 10.
6 hopkinsandrichardson,Complete Treatises,267;Epistola de incarnatione Verbi

(FranciscusSalesiusSchmitt,ed.,S. Anselmi Cantuariensis Archepiscopi opera omnia,
vol. 1–2 (edinburgh:Apud thomam Nelson et Filios, 1946), 6–7): “Nullus quippe
christianusdebetdisputare,quomodoquodcatholicaecclesiacordecreditetorecon-
fiteturnon sit; sed semper eandem fidem indubitanter tenendo, amandoet secundum
illamuiuendohumiliterquantumpotestquaerererationemquomodosit.Sipotestintel-
ligere,deogratiasagat;sinonpotest,nonimmittatcornuaaduentilandumsedsubmit-
tatcaputaduenerandum.”
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endowedwith faith,man can not only get to know the truths of
faith,butheshouldalsostrivetounderstandthem;otherwiseitiscare-
lessnessonhispart (negligentia),asAnselmpointsout inCur Deus
homo:

Just as right order requires that we believe the deep matters of the
christianfaithbeforewepresumetodiscussthemrationally,soitseems
tome to be an instance of carelessness if, having been confirmed in
faith,wedonotstrivetounderstandwhatwebelieve.7

Atthispoint, f ides  qua—thesubjectoffaithcoincideswiththe
contentoffaith—f ides  quae ,itsobject.therefore,faithunderstood
inasubjectivewayisintrinsicallylinkedwiththeobjectiveelement,
both dimensions being conditioned by and complementary to one
another:theactoffaithmakesitpossibletoacceptthecontentoffaith
butontheotherhand,thetruthsoffaithcanbeacceptedthroughthe
actoffaith.likewise,thenotionofratio shouldbeconsideredintwo
forms: as a specific property ofman, i.e., his ability to reason and
understand,andastheinternalrationalityofathing,itsrationalcon-
stitution.Onthebasisofreliableandnecessaryrules,reason(thesub-
jectiveratio)isabletocapturetheobjectiveratio,i.e.,thenecessary
andconstitutivepropertiesofthings(rationes necessariae).Anselm’s
scientificmethodthereforeconsistsinextractingtheinnerrationality
(rationes necessariae) of things, by using the principles of rational
conductthatmanasthesubjectofratio has.Anselm’smethodisper-
fectlysummarizedbyr.heinzmann:
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7 hopkinsandrichardson,Complete Treatises,300–301;Cur Deus homo (Schmitt,
S. Anselmi Cantuariensis Archepiscopi opera omnia,48)[v.17–20]:“Sicutrectusordo
exigitutprofundachristianaefideipriuscredamus,quameapraesumamusrationedis-
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Whenasinglecontentof faith isbasedon internal logic, thenall faith
mustbebasedonandpermeatedbythenecessaryrationality,theremust
be some basis onwhich it is possible through deduction to prove the
necessityofwhatconstitutesthewholeoffaith,Godinhismetaphysical
essenceandhistoricalactingintheworld.8

WhenanalyzingAnselm’swork,itisthereforenecessarytotakeinto
account two things: (1) his attempt to reconcile thechristian doctrine
withwhatthereasonsays,i.e.inthiscase,thelanguageofScripturewith
thelogicofAristotleandBoethius,andwhatfollows(2)hisattemptto
developanewlanguageoranewconceptualandlogicalapparatusappro-
priatefortheinterpretationorexplanationofthechristiandoctrine.

The Philosophical Fragments 
(Lambeth Fragments)

Anselm’sPhilosophical Fragments (orLambeth Fragments)constitute
thebestexampleofhisattempt todevelopanew languageor logical
apparatusforthelogicalsystematizationofchristiandoctrine.thisisa
collection of notes that were compiled and organized by eadmer,
Anselm’sfriendandlaterhisbiographer,shortlyafterAnselm’sdeathin
1109.thesenotes,alongwithAnselm’sletters,arecalledtheLambeth
Fragments becausetheprimarymanuscriptispreservedinthelambeth
Palaceinlondon.theFragments werepublishedbyF.Schmittin1936
andthenagainin1969.thefirsteditionrearrangesthefragmentsina
moreconceptuallycoherentway,whilethesecondpreservestheoriginal
arrangement made by eadmer.9 Most of the notes that make up the
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9 Saral.Uckelman,“ModalitiesinMedievallogic”(PhDdiss.,instituteforlogic,
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Lambeth Fragments,orat least thoseparts that includeananalysisof
facere (todo),velle (towill),andposse (tobeable),arebelievedtodate
backtotheperiodwhenAnselmwasArchbishopofcanterbury.10 the
Philosophical Fragments arethusakindofdictionarythatexplainsthe
meaningofsometermssuchas:facere,velle,posse,necesse,ordebere.
Anselm’sconsiderationscontributetoadiscussionattheintersectionof
logicandethicsconcerningcertaindeonticnotionssuchas“duty-oblig-
ation”or“goodness.”Byexplicatingtheirmeanings,Anselmattemptsto
developaconceptualapparatusforrationalargumentationofthetenets
ofchristiandoctrineand,morebroadly, for theexegesisofScripture.
thisconceptualapparatusisalsoappliedinAnselm’sphilosophicalcon-
siderations,forexampleinhisdiscussionsandconclusionsconcerning
freewill, causation, or the relation ofman’s freewill toGod’s fore-
knowledge.intheLambeth Fragments,theverbfacere isanalyzedmost
extensively,and thisanalysisand its results serveasamodel forpre-
sentingothernotions.inhisdiscussiononthemeaningandfunctionof
thelatinverbfacere,Anselmidentifiesfourtypesofdoingandfurther
subdivideseachtypeintosixdifferentmodes.therelationshipsbetween
thefourtypescanbeplacedneatlyintoasquareofopposition.Anselm
seems to be the first person to consider the modal interpretation of
agencyinarigorousfashion.11

uSuS PRoPRiE verSUS uSuS non PRoPRiE
Anselmtriedtodevelopthelogicalconceptualor,evenmorebroadly,
philosophicalapparatusfor therationalexplicationofchristiandoc-
trine.however, it seems justifiable toaskwhyheundertookstudies
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10 Peter King, “(St.) Anselm of canterbury [1033–1109],” in Encyclopedia of
Philosophy,2nd ed.,forthcoming,1,http://individual.utoronto.ca/pking/articles/Anselm.
eP.pdf.

11 NuelBelnap,MichaelPerloffandMingxu,Facing the Future (Oxford:Oxford
UniversityPress,2001).

Andrzej P. Stefańczyk



into languageandlogicandwhyhecreatedaglossaryof termspre-
ciselydeterminingtheirmeanings.Well,Anselmwasawarethatevery-
dayorcommonuseof languagewas far frombeingcorrect, that is,
preciseandproper.therefore,hismainmotivationcanbedescribedas
methodological,ortousehisownterminology,thiscanbeexpressed
astheusus proprie versustheusus non proprie,drawingacleardis-
tinctionbetweentheproperandimproperusageofterms.however,in
ordertodistinguishclearlybetweentheproperwayofusinglanguage
(usus proprie loquendi)andtheimproperone,itisnecessarytodelin-
eatethecompetencesofagrammarianandlogician.thetaskandaim
ofthegrammarianistoexplainhowtermsareusedineverydaylan-
guage (usus loquendi, usus non proprie), so his aim is descriptive,
whilethelogicianfocusesontheproperusageofterms(usus proprie).
these twowaysofusing languageoftendonotoverlaporcaneven
diverge.hence,Anselmbelieves that thereare two reasonswhy the
logicianshouldbeinterestednotonlyinproperuse(usus proprie),but
alsoineverydayspeech(usus loquendi).thelogiciancanignorethe
usus loquendi altogether and make his aim strictly prescriptive by
focusingontheproper,logicalusesofthewordsinvolved,evenwhen
this explication seems at oddswith our everyday uses of the terms.
Alternatively,byparticipatinginandmakinguseinsomewayofthe
grammarian’swork,thelogiciancanallowhislogicalexplicationtobe
broadenoughtocoverandhencetoexplain tosomeextent theusus
loquendi.12 thegoal,then,istoproducealogicalexplanationforthe
resultofthegrammarian’sstudyoftheword.13
thismethodologicalmotivationforexplainingthewaystermsare

used in language isconnectedwithanothermotivationunderpinning
Anselm’s interests,which is thequestionofagency. it caneasilybe
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12 Uckelman,“ModalitiesinMedievallogic,”44.
13 ibid.,45.
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noticedthatAnselm’sthinkingandwritinghasalwaysbeenmotivated
byhisinterestinreligionandtheologicalproblems.toignoretheusus
non proprie isamistakeonthepartofthelogician,becausetheuseof
termsinScriptureisoftenimproper.Sinceitiseveryone’sresponsibil-
itytoseekabetterunderstandingofScripture,itfollowsthatlogicians
shouldbeinterestedinprovidinglogicalexplanationsfortheimprop-
eruseofterms.thus,amedievallogicianshouldbeinterestedinpro-
vidinganexplanationandgroundingfortheimproperornon-logical
usageofterms,andatheoryofagencythatAnselmproposesneedsto
beabletoexplainwhyfacere isusedthewaythatitisinScripture.An
explicationofagencywhichdoesnotmakesenseofscripturalusages
offacere isnotadequateforAnselm,becausejustasusus loquendi is
verybroad,sotooisscripturaluse.AnselmspecifiesthisinFragmenta
Lambeth14 andagaininDe veritate,whenhewrites:“hewantedusto
understandtheverb“todo”notonlyasstandingforwhatisproperly
calledadoing,butalsoasasubstituteforeveryotherverb...”15
Anselm’schoiceoftheverbfacere seemstobemotivatedbyboth

theologicalandphilosophicalreasonsor,broadlyspeaking,ithasthe-
oreticaljustificationsasthistermcanbeusedforanyagencyorcau-
sation,i.e.,itcanreplaceanyverb.16
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14 Fragmenta Lambeth,S36,p.28:“...nonsineomni ratione ‘facere’uerbumali-
quandousuloquendiproomniuerboponitur,etomneuerbumfaceredicitur.Siquidem
etdominusineuangelioponit‘facere’uel‘agere’—quodidemest—proomniuerbo...”

15 hopkinsandrichardson,Complete Treatises,170;De veritate,Si,p.182,10–11:
“Facereautemnonsolumproeoquodpropriediciturfaceresedproomniverbodomi-
nusvoluit intelligere...”Anzelmfurther specifies (S i,p.182,18–19):“Ususquoque
locutionishochabet,utetpatietmultaaliadicatfacere,quaenonsuntfacere.”

16 Serenequestionsthepossibilityofsuchasubstitution:Anselmbelievesthatthis
analysiswillapplytopredicationingeneral,sinceheholdsthatanypredicatewhatso-
evercanbeparaphrasedbymeansof“facere”plusthespecificationofsomeoutcome.
heprovidestwolinesofreasoninginsupportofthisextensionofhisanalysistopredi-
cation in general; while a full discussion of these arguments is beyond our present
purview,abriefindicationoftheircharacterisinorder.Surprisingly,thefirstisan“ordi-
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Wehavethepracticeofusingtheverb“todo”inplaceofeveryother
verb,whetherfiniteorinfinite,andregardlessofitssignification.(We
evenuse“todo”inplaceof“nottodo.”)Forwhenweaskaboutsome-
one“What(how)ishedoing?”:ifweconsiderthemattercarefully,[we
seethat]here“doing”isusedinplaceofanyverbthatcanbegivenin
reply;andeveryverbgiveninreplyisusedinplaceof“doing.”Forto
oneasking“What(how)ishedoing?”thereisnotrightlygiveninreply
any verb in which there is not understood the doing which is being
asked about. For example,whenwe reply “he is reading” or “he is
writing,”itisthesameassaying“heisdoingthis,viz.,reading”or“he
isdoingthis,viz.,writing”.17

Anselmstatesherethat“todo”operatesasamodalvariableforany
actionwhatsoever.if thephilosophical theoryofagencycanprovide
anexplanationoftheusus loquendi,thenwewillalsohaveanexpla-
nationofthetheologicalusageoftheword,becausethetwoaddtoand
complementeachother, i.e.,bothusus non proprie andusus proprie
arenecessarytoexplainthetheologicalmeaning.theattempttogive
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narylanguage”argumentwhichrestsontheclaimthatforeachpredicatethereisatleast
onecontextinwhichitservesasanacceptablereplytothequestion“Whatishedoing?”
Naturallythisclaimmakessenseforaction-verbsusedintheactivevoice,butitishard
toseehowAnselmcouldhaveconsidereditapplicabletopredicateswithverbsinthe
passivevoice,ortoexistentialverbssuchas“tobe”or“tobecome”[eileenF.Serene,
“Anselm’sModalconceptions,” inReforging the Great Chain of Being,ed.bySimo
Knuuttila(Dordrecht:reidelPublishingcompany,1981),121].

17 hopkins and richardson,Complete Treatises, 392;Fragmenta Lambeth, S36,
p. 25,14–22:“verbumhoc,quodest‘acere’,soletponiproomniuerbocuiuslibetsig-
nificationis,finitouelinfinito,etiampro‘nonfacere’.cumenimquaeriturdealiquo:
quidfacit?sidiligenterconsideretur,ponituribi‘facere’proomniuerbo,quodrespon-
deripotest,etquodcumqueuerbumrespondetur,poniturpro‘facere’.Nonenimrecte
redditurullumuerbuminterroganti:quidfacit? inquonon intelligitur facere,dequo
interrogatur.Namcumrespondetur:legitautscribitualetidemacsidicatur:hocfacit,
scilicetlegitautscribit.”
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anadequateaccountofthescripturalusageoffacere isnotjustafutile
exerciseinlogicandgrammar.Sincetheconceptofagencyisclosely
relatedtotheissuesofresponsibilityforone’sactions,andhencecul-
pabilityandsin,anexplanationoftheproperconditionsunderwhich
agency can be ascribedwill have implications for ethics aswell as
logic.Afterall,thegospelformulatesspecificdirectivesaboutwhatto
doandwhatnottodo,whichformthebasisforGod’sjudgmentbased
onwhatpeopledidorwhattheydidnotdo.18 Understandingcorrect
ascriptionsofagency,bothintermsofproperusagei.e.,usus proprie
and common usage, usus non proprie, is important, as it gives us
knowledgeconcerningsalvationorcondemnation. it isworthnoting
thatAnselm,unlikemodernagencytheoristswhofocusonexplaining
theformula“x does,”wherex isanactiveagent,extendstheformula
ofagencyorratherofcausation,andwritesthat“everycause...issaid
to do something, and everything which is said to do something is
calledacause.”19 thismeansthathisconceptofagencyencompasses
morethanjusthumanagency.theadvantageofAnselm’stheorylies
in its breadth and scope; it encompasses the entire spectrum of the
world,notjuststrictlyhumanagency.Forexample,basedonthisview,
ifitripoveratreewhichhasfallenacrossthepath,thenitisperfect-
lyplausible toask,“Whatdid the treedo?”andrespond,“it tripped
me.”even thoughAnselmgenerallyusescasesofhumanagencyas
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18 AsimilaropinionisexpressedinDe casu diaboli,Si,p.234,6–9:“Nonsolum
illediciturfacerealiquidesseautaliquidnonesse,quifacitutsitquodnonest,autut
nonsitquodestsedetiamillequipotestfacereutnonsitaliquidetnonfacit,dicitur
facereesse;etquipotestfacereutaliquidsitnecfacit,diciturfacerenonesse.”[Notonly
ishesaidtocausesomethingtobe(orsomethingnottobe)whocauses-to-bewhatis
not(orcausesnot-to-bewhatis),butalsohewhoisabletocausesomethingnottobe
anddoesnotissaidtocause-to-be(andhewhoisabletocausesomethingtobebutdoes
notissaidtocause-not-to-be)](hopkinsandrichardson,Complete Treatises,216).

19 S36,p.29:“omnis tamencausa,sicutdixi, faceredicituretomne,quodfacere
perhibetur,causanominatur.”
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examplesofthelogicalpropertiesofthetheory,thisisdoneonlyfor
pragmatic reasons.20 this point needs to be emphasized, since
Anselm’stheoryofagencycoverseverycause,ashasbeenillustrated
by the example above. We need to carefully separate the logical
aspectsof the theoryfromthoseaspects,which—ingeneral terms—
canbecalled“applicationaspects.”21
tosummarizethissection,itshouldbestatedthattherearetworea-

sonswhythelogicianshouldbeinterestednotonlyintheproperusage
ofterms(usus proprie),butalsoeverydayspeechorimproperusageof
terms,namely:a)theproperusageofterms(usus proprie)canbeused
toexplaintheuseoftermsineverydaylanguage(usus loquendi,usus
non proprie); b) the usage of terms in Scripture is often improper,
hence the logician can provide instruments, or a logical basis for
Biblicalexegesis,i.e.fortheologicalspeculations.

FACERE AS A MODAl terM
intheLambeth Fragments,Anselmpresentsageneralanalysisofpred-
ication,whichincludeshisprojectoftheusesofmodalterms.Asmen-
tionedabove,Anselmextendstheconceptofmodalitybeyondmerely
“necessity”and“possibility”toincludesuchnotionsas“duty-obliga-
tion”and“agency,”inordertoprovidealogicalandrationalconcep-
tual apparatus for thechristian doctrine. it is possible to define the
main features of Anselm’s modal semantics based on Lambeth
Fragments andhisotherworks.Anselmbelievedthatageneraltheory
ofpredicationcouldbebuiltonananalysisofthepossiblebasesfor
theascriptionof theverb facere—todo.thecombinationof facere
andpredicationwasbasedontheviewthatinsomesensethesubject
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20 S36,p.32:“haecquidemexempla,quaeposuide‘facereesse’etde‘facerenon
esse’, de causis efficientibus assumpsi, quoniam in his clarius apparet, quod uolui
ostendere.”

21 Uckelman,“ModalitiesinMedievallogic,”47.
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canbeconsideredacauseofitspredicate.22 thenextstepwastodis-
tinguishbetweenefficientandnon-efficientcauses.Allowingfornon-
efficient causation enabledAnselm to develop the causal theory of
predication.23 AsAnselmwrites:

letusnowunderstanddoing(causing)intermsofaclassification.Since
adoing(causing)isalwayseitherinrelationtobeingorinrelationto
not-being,(ashasbeensaid),wewillbeobligedtoadd“tobe”or“not
tobe”tothedistinctmodesofdoing(causing)inorderforthemtobe
clearlydistinguished.Accordingly,wespeakinsixmodesaboutcaus-
ing[tobe]:intwomodeswhenacause(A.1)causestobe,or(A.2)does
notcausenottobe,thatverythingwhichitissaidtocause[tobe];and
infourmodeswhenit(A.3–A.6)eitherdoesordoesnotcausesome-
thingelsetobeornottobe.For,indeed,wesayofanygiventhing“it
causessomethingtobe”eitherbecauseit(1)causes-to-betheverything
whichitissaidtocause[tobe],orbecauseit(2)doesnotcausethisvery
thingnottobe,orbecauseit(3)causessomethingelsetobe,orbecause
it(4)doesnotcausesomethingelsetobe,orbecauseit(5)causessome-
thingelsenottobe,orbecauseit(6)doesnotcausesomethingelsenot
tobe.24
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22 Fragmenta Lambeth,S36,p.26:“Deniqueomne,dequoaliquoduerbumdicitur,
aliquacausaest,utsithoc,quoduerbo illosignificatur;etomniscausausu loquendi
‘facere’diciturillud,cuiuscausaest.quareomne,dequouerbumpronuntiaturaliquod,
facit,quodeodemsignificaturuerbo.”

23 Simo Knuuttila, “Anselm on Modality,” in The Cambridge Companion to
Anselm, ed. by Brian Davies and Brian leftow (cambridge: cambridge University
Press,2004),124.

24 hopkins and richardson, Complete Treatises, 395–396; Fragmenta Lambeth,
S36,29,20–30:“comprehendamusnunc‘facere’subaliquadiuisione.quoniamautem
semperestfacereautadesseautadnonesse,sicutdictumest,oportebitnosadsingu-
losmodosfaciendi,utapertedistinguantur,addere‘esse’aut‘nonesse’.Sexergomodis
‘facere’pronuntiamus;duobusuidelicet,cumfacitidipsumesseautnonfacitidipsum
nonessecausa,quodfaceredicitur;quattuoruero,cumautfacitautnonfacitaliudesse
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Anselm’sanalysisofthedirectandnon-directmodesofagencycanbe
expressedwellasfollows:AsubjectA maybesaidtobringaboutastate
ofaffairssdirectlyorthroughotherstatesofaffairs(m,n,o,r)causally
relatedtos onlyifatleastoneofthesesixconditionsissatisfied:
(1) A directlybringsabouts;
(2) A directlyfailstoprevents fromoccurring;25
(3) A bringsaboutm,andm causallycontributestos’soccurring;
(4) A fails tobringaboutn, andn’snotoccurringcausallycon-

tributestos’soccurring;
(5) A preventso fromoccurring, ando’s not occurring causally

contributestos’soccurring;
(6) A failstopreventr fromoccurring,andr’soccurringcausally

contributestos’soccurring.26

Anselmclaimsthataverbisproperlyascribed(proprie utitur)ifthe
subjectdirectlybringsabout/causeswhatisascribedtoit.27 inallother
cases the ascription is improper (non proprie usus). So, Anselm
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uelnonesse.Dicimusnamqueremquamlibetfacerealiquidesse,autquiafacitidipsum
esse,quodfaceredicitur,autquianon.facitidipsumnonesse;autquiafacitaliudesse,
autquianonfacitaliudesse,autquiafacitaliudnonesse,autquianonfacitaliudnon
esse.”

25 Sereneexplains the reason for includingmode2 in thedirectmode in the fol-
lowingway:thereasonforincludingmodetwoasadirectmodemaynotbesoclear,
unlesswerecognizethatundersomecircumstanceswedoascribecausalresponsibility
toapersonwhofails topreventanoutcome.SinceAnselm’splanis toenumeratean
exhaustive list of the possible bases for ascriptions of agency, hemust then include
modetwo.Becauseitispossibleforsuchanascriptiontobebasedonlyontheperson’s
omitting to act, rather than on any particular alternative act he performs,mode two
seemstocountasadirectmode(Serene,“Anselm’sModalconceptions,”123).

26 Serene,“Anselm’sModalconceptions,”123–124.
27 “Anselmholdsthatanascriptionofapredicateis‘proper’ifandonlyifitsbasis

is that the subject directly and literally doeswhat is ascribed to him.this criterion
involves several assumptions, themost fundamental ofwhich is the view that every
predicate has exactly one clear-cut direct signification ... Anselm further assumes,
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assumesthatdrawingadistinctionbetweenefficientandnon-efficient
causation/agency and determining the proper and improper uses of
terms have important philosophical implications. the differences
betweenproperandimproperusesoftermscanbeeasilyverifiedwhen
atermisappliedtoagenusanditsspecies,acauseanditseffect,ora
wholeanditsparts.28 Anselmalsobelievesthatdebere andposse can
beanalyzedinthesamewayasfacere.29

thesameprincipleofclassificationwhichicitedforto-cause-to-beand
to-cause-not-to-beobtainsforwhateververb“tocause”issimilarlycon-
joinedwith—as,forexample,whenisay“icauseyoutodosomething”
or“icauseyoutowritesomething,”or“icausesomethingtobedone”
or“icausesomethingtobewritten.”thesemodeswhichihavecited
for“tocause”(“facere”)areinacertainrespectfoundinotherverbstoo.
Althoughnoteverymode is found ineveryverb,neverthelessoneor
more are found in each verb—and especially in those verbs (such as
“oughtto”and“isableto”)whicharetransitivetoverbs.indeed,when
wesay“iamabletoread”or“iamabletoberead[throughmywrit-
ings]”or“ioughttolove”or“ioughttobeloved,”then“ableto”and
“oughtto”aretransitivetoverbs.30
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safelyenough,thatwecangenerallytellwhetherthebasisforanascriptionisinthefirst
modeoroneoftheothers.”(Serene,“Anselm’sModalconceptions,”,124).

28 Serene,“Anselm’sModalconceptions,”123–124.
29 Fragmenta Lambeth,S36,28:“...nonsineomniratione‘facere’verbumaliquan-

dousuloquendiproomniverboponitur,etomneverbumfaceredicitur...Malequidem
agit,quifacit,quodnondebet,autnonfacit,quoddebet;quodsimiliterintelligiturde
omniverbo.”

30 hopkinsandrichardson,Complete Treatises,402;Fragmenta Lambeth,S36,33:30:
“istimodi,quosdixiin‘facere’,inaliisquoqueuerbisperquandamsimilitudineminueni-
untur;etsinonomnesinomnibus,aliquistamenautpluresinsingulisetmagisinillisuer-
bis,quaetransitionemfaciuntaduerba,utsunt‘debere’et‘posse’.transitiuaquippesunt
haecaduerba,cumdicimus:‘possumlegereuellegi,debeoamareuelamari’.”

31 Knuuttila,“AnselmonModality,”125.

Andrzej P. Stefańczyk



“isnecessarilysomething”properlyascribesaconstrainttoitssub-
ject,and“ispossiblysomething”properlyascribesacapabilityorpower
toasubject.31 itcanthereforebeassumedthatmodaltermsintheirprop-
ersensesrefertocharacteristicsorpropertiesofthings.ifmodalterms
areusedinsomeotherway,theyareusedimproperly.Somethingisnec-
essaryinanimpropersenseonaccountofthecausesthatcannotbeelim-
inatedorprevented;32 somethinginturnisimpossibleonaccountofthe
causesthatcannotbringitabout.33 theanalysisofthenotionsof“neces-
sity,”“possibility”and“impossibility”wasrequiredbycertainspecific
solutions in some theological doctrine. hence, it was necessary for
Anselmtodistinguishbetweentheproperandimpropersenseofmodal
terms for “necessity” and “impossibility,” a distinction that was also
applied in his analysis of facere—“to do” as a modal term in the
Fragmenta Lambeth.AgoodexampleheremaybeGod’sattributeof
beingnecessarilytruthfulwhenthenotionof“necessity”isusedinan
impropersense.God’struthfulnessisnecessaryinthesensethatthereis
nothingthatcouldbringaboutasituationwherehedoesnotdeclarethe
truth. likewise, while God cannot do things that can be done only
throughimpotence,thereisnoproperimpossibilityinthesenseofthe
inabilityofGod.34 AsitwaspointedoutbySimoKnuutilla,Anselmnot
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32Cur Deus homo 2,17:“Necdicimusdeumnecessitatefacerealiquid,eoquodin
illositullanecessitas,sedquoniamestinalio,sicutdixideimpotentia,quandodicitur
nonposse.Omnisquippenecessitasestautcoactioautprohibitio;quaeduaenecessi-
tates conuertuntur inuicem contrarie, sicut necesse et impossibile ... quemadmodum
quodnecesseestesseimpossibileestnonesse,etquodnecesseestnonesseimpossibile
estesse,etconuersim.”

33Cur Deus homo 2,17:“...utdicaturresaliquaposse,nonquiainilla,sedquoniamin
aliareestpotestas;etnonposse,nonquoniaminilla,sedquiainaliareestimpotentia.”

34 Anselmgivesacharacteristicexampleofamanwhocanovercomeandbeover-
come:“Dicimusnamque:istehomopotestuinci,pro:aliquispotesteumuincere;et:illenon
potestuinci,pro:nullusillumuincerepotest.Nonenimestpotestasposseuinci,sedimpo-
tentia; nec uinci non posse impotentia est, sed potestas.Nec dicimus deum necessitate
facerealiquid,eoquodinillositullanecessitas,sedquoniamestinalio,sicutdixideim-
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only distinguishes between the proper and improper sense of modal
terms,butalsobelievesthatfullpotenciesorpossibilitiesarecombina-
tionsofvariouspartialpotenciesorpossibilities.35 Asanexample,he
analyzes somebody’s ability or possibility to see a mountain. in his
analysis presented inchapter 3 of theDe libertate, he indicates four
components thatarenecessary for someone to seeorcatch sightofa
mountain:1)thepowerofseeinginonewhosees;2)thepowerofthe
thingtobeseen;3)thepotencyorpowerthathelpsthesight—light;4)
thepowerconsistinginthefactthatnothingobstructstheview.So,in
factpartialpossibilitiesarenotgenuinepossibilitiesbecausetheycannot
beactualizedassuch.Anselmbelievesthatafullpossibilityisasumof
partialpossibilities,butdoesnotexplainhowtokeepfullpossibilityand
actualityseparate.36 Anselm’sdistinctionbetweenproperandimproper
modalitiesandtheideaofpossibility(potency)seemtobeinsufficient
enough to construct the senses ofmodal judgments, as shownby the
problemsarisingfromtheissueoffullandpartialpossibilities.

tyPeS OF FACERE (DOiNG/cAUSiNG)
AccOrDiNG tO ANSelM
Now,whateverissaidtodo(facere)eithercauses(facit)somethingto
beorcausessomethingnottobe.therefore,everydoingcanbesaid
either(A)tocausetobeor(B)tocausenottobe.thesetwoarecon-
traryaffirmationswhosenegationsare(c)“nottocausetobe”and(D)
“nottocausenottobe.37
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potentia,quandodiciturnonposse.”(Cur Deus homo 2,17);cf.alsoKnuuttila,“Anselm
onModality,”126).

35 Knuuttila,“AnselmonModality,”126.
36ibid.
37 hopkinsandrichardson,Complete Treatises,395;Fragmenta Lambeth,S36,p.

29:“quidquidautemfaceredicitur,autfacitutsitaliquid,autfacitutnonsitaliquid.
Omneigiturfaceredicipotestaut‘facereesse’aut‘facerenonesse’;quaeduosuntaffir-
mationescontrariae.quarumnegationessunt:‘nonfacereesse’et‘nonfacerenonesse.”
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howcanweunderstandthispassage?AssuggestedbyD.henry,it
canbeexplainedasfollows:“Forallx,if‘xdoes’istrue,thenxdoesso
thatsomethingeither issoor isnotsoactually.hence, theanalysisof
‘doing’willinfactbeananalysisofx’sdoingsothatp,andofx’sdoing
sothatnot-p(where‘p’isaclausedescribingastateofaffairs,and‘not-
p’isshortfor‘itisnotthecasethatp’).”38 therefore,doingwillalways
be theresultofsomethingbeingornot-being thecase.Somethingcan
eitherbeornotbe (inagivencase)because it is eithercausedornot
caused.Buthenry’sanalysispresupposes(asSegerbergindicates),“that
facere istobeunderstoodasapropositionalconcept.ithastheeffectof
suggestingthatAnselm’sideascanbeaccommodatedwithinsomepropo-
sitionallogicbytheadoptionofnonclassicalpropositionaloperator.”39
henry’sabovementionedexplanationgivesus4typesofagency:
A:facere esse B:facere non esse
c:non facere esse D:non facere non esse

relationsbetweendifferent typesof “doing/causing”— facere and
“not-doing/causing”—non facere can be represented by means of a
squareofopposition.relationsbetweentypesofagency:
A:tocausetobe. B:tocausenottobe.
c:Nottocausetobe. D:Nottocausenottobe.

typesAandBarecalledaffirmatives,theyarecontraries.typesc
andDarecallednegatives,althoughAnselmdoesnotstateitexplicitly,
thesearealsosub-contraries,becausecontrariessensu stricto cannotbe
bothtrue,andsub-contrariescannotbebothfalse.theimplicationrela-
tionshipbetweenthesefourtypesofagencyformsasquareofopposi-
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38 DesmondPaulhenry,Logic of Saint Anselm (Oxford:OxfordUniversityPress,
1967),124.

39 KristerSegerberg,“GettingStarted:BeginningsinthelogicofAction,”Studia
Logica 51,no3/4(1992):347–378.
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tions. inAnselm’s work, there is no graphical representation of the
square,buttheverbaldescriptionoftherelationsclearlypointstosuch
asquare.40

PrOBleMS With the SqUAre OF OPPOSitiONS*

however, there are some problemswith this square of oppositions.
Anselmstates:

Now,noticethatalthough“tocausetobe”and“nottocausenottobe”are
usedforeachother,neverthelesstheyaredifferentfromeachother.thus,
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40 thesefourtypesareseparate,butineverydayspeech(usus loquendi)weoften
useone typewhen in factwhatwehave inmind isanotherone,asAnselmnotes in
Fragmenta Lambeth,S36,32,6and36,3:“etnota,quialicet‘facereesse’et‘nonfacere
nonesse’proinuicemponantur,tamendifferunt....Dicimusetiamnos‘nondeberepec-
care’pro ‘deberenonpeccare’.”Anselmdevelopshis apparatusofdeontic sensesof
facere,basedonhisanalysisofthelanguageusedintheBible.

* iwouldliketothankProfessorM.lechniakforconsultingandrevisingmyfor-
malizationsinthissectionandthenext.
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properlyspeaking,hecausestobewhocausestheretobewhatprevious-
lywasnot.But“nottocausenottobe”issaidofhimwhoneithercauses
tobenorcausesnottobe—aswellasofhimwhocausestobe.41

thisstatementshowsthatintheproperusemodeAisnotequiva-
lenttomodeD(andrespectivelyBtoc).ifwetreatthesquareforact-
ingasasquareofoppositions,weshouldtakethebottomofthesquare
assubcontrarietas i.e.,assomethinglikepossibility(“toallowthatp
happens”)andthetopofthesquareassomethinglikenecessity.So,if
weabbreviate(atthetop)“todo”(tocause)asδandatthebottomas
Δ(“toallowthatp happens”)wehaveatypicalsquareformodalcon-
ceptsinwhichδp→Δp,butnotconverselyandδ¬p→Δ¬p(andnot
conversely)—lawsofsubordination.42 So,themutualreplacement“to
causetobe”and“nottocausenottobe”ispermittedinmodus loquen-
di,butnotinmodusproper.thus,wecansupposethatanexpression
“nottocausenottobe”maybetreatedas“itispossibletocauseto”
asissuggestedinthefollowingpassage:

inthesecondmodetheonlyexampleihavefor“causingtobedead”is
thatofsomeonewhowouldbeable torestoreadeadmanto life,but
whowouldbeunwillingtodoso.inthisinstance,theonewhoisunwill-
ingwouldbesaidtocausetheother’sdeathbyvirtueofnotcausinghim

41Fragmenta Lambeth,S36,32,6;hopkinsandrichardson,Complete Treatises,225.
42 theexpression¬δ¬pmayrequiresomeelucidation.Aparaphrasewouldread,“a

failstobringitaboutthatnot-p obtains,”or“a allowsp tohappen.”theresultantsenseof
agencyisweakerthanδp,i.e.,ifwehaveitthatδpthenwehaveitthat¬δ¬p,butnotcon-
versely.hartandhonorédiscussthecaseofhardcastlev.Bielby,iq.B.709,1892,where
adistinctionismade“between‘causing’aheapofstonestobelaiduponthehighwayand
‘allowing’ittoremainthereatnight,tothedangerofpersonspassingthereon.”(herbert
lionelAdolphushartandtonyhonoré,Causation in the Law (Oxford:clarendon,1959),
330).thefirstcaserequiresproofthatthestoneswerelaidbytheaccused,whereasallow-
ingthestonestoremain,itwasruled,requirednopositiveact.
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nottobedead....Wesaythatsomeonecausestheoccurrenceoftheevil
which he could have caused not to occur but does not cause not to
occur.43

Segerbergwritesaboutthispassage:

the square of oppositionwould collapse if this (i.e. abovementioned
replacement)were alwayspermissible.On theotherhand, if it is not
alwayspermissible,onewouldliketoknowwhenitis.itisnaturalto
thinkthatanecessaryconditionforbeingabletouseanaffirmativeform
inplaceofanegativeoneisthattheagentbeactive.44

itwouldbesufficientifhewereactivewithrespecttop:
(δp∨δ¬p)⇒(¬δ¬p→δp)(where⇒isasignofentailment(??))”
iftheagentisnotactive,heonlyisabletodo(possibility)inmode

D(andc).
But Segerberg’s remark does not remove the problem because

(fromcPc)(δp∨δ¬p)≡(δ¬p∨δp)≡(¬δ¬p→δp) i.e.Segerbergexactly
expressesAnselm’sclaim“nottocausenottobe”issaidofhimwho
neithercausestobenorcausesnottobe—aswellasofhimwhocaus-
es tobe,” i.e. (¬δp∧¬δ¬p)∨δp≡¬(δp∨δ¬p)∨δp . ifwewant toget
δp≡¬δ¬pwemustassumethat¬¬(δp∨δ¬p).

PrOBleMS With relAtiONS
BetWeeN Six MODeS OF AGeNcy
eachof the four types of agency canbe further subdivided into six
modes, eachof thempickingout adifferentway inwhich themain
typeofactioncanbebroughtabout.45

43Fragmenta Lambeth,S36,29,31;hopkinsandrichardson,Complete Treatises,222.
44 Segerberg,“GettingStarted:BeginningsinthelogicofAction,”350.
45 Uckelman,“ModalitiesinMedievallogic,”48.

Andrzej P. Stefańczyk



Accordingly,wespeakinsixmodesaboutcausing[tobe]:intwomodes
whenacause(A.1)causestobe,or(A.2)doesnotcausenottobe,that
verythingwhichitissaidtocause[tobe];andinfourmodeswhenit
(A.3–A.6)eitherdoesordoesnotcausesomethingelsetobeornotto
be.For,indeed,wesayofanygiventhing“itcausessomethingtobe”
eitherbecauseit(1)causes-to-betheverythingwhichitissaidtocause
[to be], or because it (2) does not cause this very thingnot to be, or
because it (3)causes somethingelse tobe,orbecause it (4)doesnot
causesomethingelsetobe,orbecauseit(5)causessomethingelsenot
tobe,orbecauseit(6)doesnotcausesomethingelsenottobe.46

Anselmfurtherstates:

to-cause-not-to-be receives the same classification. For whatever is
saidtocausesomethingnottobeissaid[todoso]eitherbecauseit(B.1)
causesthatverythingnottobe,orbecauseit(B.2)doesnotcausethat
very thing to be, or because it (B.3) causes something else to be, or
becauseit(B.4)doesnotcausesomethingelsetobe,orbecauseit(B.5)
causes something else not to be, or because it (B.6) does not cause
somethingelsenottobe.47
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46 hopkinsandrichardson,Complete Treatises,396;Fragmenta Lambeth,S36,29:
“Sexergomodis ‘facere’pronuntiamus;duobusuidelicet,cumfacit idipsumesseaut
nonfacitidipsumnonessecausa,quodfaceredicitur;quattuoruero,cumautfacitaut
nonfacitaliudesseuelnonesse.Dicimusnamqueremquamlibetfacerealiquidesse,
autquiafacitidipsumesse,quodfaceredicitur,autquianonfacitidipsumnonesse;aut
quiafacitaliudesse,autquianonfacitaliudesse,autquiafacitaliudnonesse,autuia
nonfacitaliudnonesse.”

47 Fragmenta Lambeth, S36, 30: “eandem recipit diuisionem ‘facere non esse’.
quidquidenimdiciturfacerenonessealiquid.autideodicitur,quiafacithocipsumnon
esse,autquianonfacithocipsumesseautquiafacitaliudesseautquianonfacitaliud
esseautquiafacitaliudnonesseautquianonfacitaliudnonesse.”
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thesesixmodescanbeillustratedwithanexample“tocausetobe
dead:”
Killingdirectly/tocausetobe—facere idipsum esse—A1
Notmakingnotdead—non facere idipsum non esse—A2
Makingthekillerhavearms—facere aliud esse—A3
Notarmingthevictim—non facere aliud esse—A4
Makingthevictimnotarmed—facere aliud non esse—A5
Notmakingthekillernotarmed—non facere aliud non esse—A648

theabovementionedmodescanbecollectedusingthetable:49
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48 henrygivesthefollowingwaysofreadingthesemodes:
e1: x’skillingNdirectly;
e2: x’snottakingstepsofwhichheiscapableinordertoensurethatA isnotdead,

e.g.Notrestoringlifetothedead,shouldonepossessthis(miraculous)power;
e3: x’sproviding thekillerofA witharms,ordenouncingA toonewhowillkill

him;
e4: x’snot taking steps toprovideA with arms,or to removeA from thekiller's

reach;
e5: x’shavingdeprivedA ofarms;
e6: x’snothavingdeprivedthekillerofA ofhisarms(henry,Logic of Saint Anselm,

126–127).
49 inthistable,thesign⇝ designatesacausalimplication;Uckelman(“Modalities

inMedievallogic,”56)givessimplifiedformalizationofactingper aliud withoutrel-
ativizationeffectsofagent’sactingtosomeone’sacting;forexampleactingper aliud
positiveandproximalUckelmanwritesasδ q∧(q⇝ p)—itis,asitseemstous,toobig
asimplificationofAnselm’smodes.

pe
r s

e
th
e
ag
en
tb
rin
gs


ab
ou
tt
he
e
ffe
ct
h
im
se
lf positive

(killing directly)
(A1)

negative(non making
not dead,e.g.not rais-
ing the dead man to
life, should one have
power so to do)
(A2)

A directlycauses/bringsit
aboutthatp (facere 
id ipsum esse);directly
bringingitabout

A directlyfailstoprevent
p fromoccurring(does
notcausethatnon-p);
(non facere idipsum non
esse),notbringingitabout
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positive,proximal,
peraliud
(making the killer
have arms)
(A3)

negative,proximal,
(not arming 
the victim)
(A4)

A bringsaboutq,and
q causallycontributes
top’soccurring;
(facere aliud esse)
bringingaboutsome
stateofaffairsq such
that(q =thekillerhas
arms)

A failstobringabout
q andthenon-occur-
rence/non-happening
ofq causallycon-
tributestop’soccur-
ring/happening;(non
facere aliud esse)
failingtobringabout
someq suchthat
somebodyelse(q =
thevictimhasarms)

δ q∧(q⇝p)

¬δ q∧(¬q⇝p)
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positive,distal
(making the victim
not armed, disarming
the victim)
(A5)

negative,distal
(not making the killer
not armed (not dis-
arming the killer))
(A6)

A failstopreventq
fromoccurring/hap-
pening,andtheoccur-
renceofq causally
contributestothe
occurrenceofp
(facere aliud non
esse)
bringingitaboutthat
someq failstoobtain
whereq issuchthat
somebodyelse...
(q =thevictimhas
arms)

A failstopreventq,
andthenon-occur-
renceofq causally
contributestop’s
occurring/happening;
(non facere aliud non
esse)
notbringingitabout
thatsomeq failsto
obtainwhereq issuch
thatsomebodyelse
killsthevictim
(q = thekillerhas
arms)

δ ¬q∧(q⇝¬p)

¬δ¬q∧(q⇝p)
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eachofthefourtypesofagencycanbeexpressedineachofthe6
modes, which means that we have potentially 24 types of agency.
Withineachtype,the6modesarecompletelyindependent; theycan
neither be defined by each other, nor do they imply each other.
Anselm’s thesis is thatany“doing”willbeoneof these twenty-four
forms,butthatineverydayusage,thetwentylogicallydistinctforms
areoftenusedinterchangeably,asiftheywerenotdistinctbutequiva-
lent.he notices that inusus loquendi weoften use affirmative sen-
tencesasashorthand,whenwhatwereallymeanisthenegationofthe
contrary.50

Now,theaffirmation(A)“tocausetobe”issometimesusedinplaceof
thenegation(D)“nottocausenottobe”;and,conversely,“nottocause
nottobe”issometimesusedinplaceof“tocausetobe.”likewise,(B)
“tocausenottobe”and(c)“nottocausetobe”areusedinplaceof
eachother.Forexample,sometimesthereasonsomeoneissaidtocause
evilthingstobeisthathedoesnotcausethemnottobe;andsometimes
thereasonheissaidnottocauseevilthingsnottobeisthathecauses
themtobe.likewise,sometimes the reasonsomeone issaid tocause
goodthingsnottobeisthathedoesnotcausethemtobe;andsome-
times the reasonhe issaidnot tocausegood things tobe is that—he
causesthemnottobe.51
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50 “types(A1)and(c2)areidentical,andlikewise(c1)and(A2),andthesamefor
(B1)and(D1),and(B2)and(D2).theothersixteencombinationsofmodesandtypes
arealllogicallyindependent,hencetheresultistwentydistinctwaysthatagentivestate-
mentscanbeexpressed”(Uckelman,“ModalitiesinMedievallogic,”50).

51 hopkinsandrichardson,Complete Treatises,395;Fragmenta Lambeth,S36,29:
“Sedaffirmatio‘facereesse’ponituraliquandopronegatione,quaeest‘nonfacerenon
esse’;etconuersim‘nonfacerenonesse’pro‘facereesse’.Similiter‘facerenonesse’et
‘nonfacereesse’proinuicemponuntur.Diciturenimfaceremalaessealiquandoaliquis
idcirco,quianonfaciteanonesse;etmalanonfacerenonesse,quiafaciteaesse;etfacere
bonanonesse,quianonfaciteaesse;etnonfacerebonaesse,quiafaciteanonesse.”
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inthisway,Anselmseekstoprovehowtheordinaryusageofthe
terms(usus loquendi)canbeexplained,at leastpartly, through their
logical definitions and relations between them. in the sameway, he
uses his explication of “facere” as amodel for an analysis of esse,
habere,anddebere.

Wealsosaythatwearenot-obliged-to-sininplaceofsayingthatweare
obliged-not-to-sin.yetifthematterisproperlyconsidered[weseethat]
noteveryonewhodoeswhatheisnotobligedtodosins.For,indeed,
justasto-be-obligedisthesameasto-be-under-obligation,sonot-to-be-
obligedisnothingotherthannot-to-be-under-obligation.Now,itisnot
alwaysthecasethatamansinswhenhedoeswhatheisnotunderoblig-
ationtodo.For,indeed,amanisnotunderobligationtomarry,forhe
is permitted tomaintain his virginity. it follows, then, that he is not
obligedtomarry.Andyet,ifhedoesmarryhedoesnotsin.therefore,
itisnotalwaysthecase—provided“notobligedto”isproperlyunder-
stood—that a man sins when he does what he is not obliged to do.
Nevertheless,noonedeniesthatamanoughttomarry.therefore,heis
bothobligedandnotobliged.Now,ifyourecallwhathasalreadybeen
said,then[youwillseethat]justaswesay“nottocausetobe”inplace
of“tocausenottobe,”sowesay“nottobeobligedtodo”inplaceof
“tobeobligednottodo.”Andso,where“tobeobligednottosin”is
found,“nottobeobligedtosin”issaidinplaceofit.Ourcustom[of
speaking]hasadoptedthislatterexpressiontosuchanextentthatnoth-
ingelseisunderstoodbyitthan“tobeobligednottosin.”52
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52 hopkinsandrichardson,Complete Treatises,405;Fragmenta Lambeth,S36,36:
“Dicimusetiamnos‘nondeberepeccare’pro‘deberenonpeccare’.Nonenimomnis,
quifacit,quodnondebet,peccat,siproprieconsideretur.Sicutnamquedebereidemist,
quoddebitoremesse,itanondeberenonestaliudquamdebitoremnonesse.Nonautem
semperpeccathomo,quandofacit,quodnonestdebitorfacere.Siquidemuirnonest
debitorducereuxorem,quialiceteiseruareuirginitatem.Undesequitur,quianondebet
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Whatmustberemembered,however,isthatalthoughwemayuse
the locutions interchangeably, they are still different,53 and only the
firstmodeofeachtyperepresentstheusus proprie.54

Conclusion

WhatfollowsfromAnselm’stheoryofagency?canitbeappliedsuc-
cessfullytohisphilosophicalandtheologicaldoctrine?therearetwo
aspectswhichhavebeenmentionedatthebeginning,namelythelog-
ical and theologicalone. it seems thatAnselm’sdistinctionbetween
theusus proprie andusus non proprie of“facere”andhispurelylogi-
caltheoryofagencywereinsufficienttoexplainthetheologicaluseof
terms,sotheyservedmerelyasatoolofhigherordertheory.inother
words,thiswasastageonthewaytotheexplicationofdeonticcon-
cepts,whichcanbefoundintheLambeth Fragments.Bycombining
(logical)analysesofthetheologicalusageofthewordfacere withcer-
tainstatementsthatAnselmmakesaboutobligations,wegetaformal
analysisofthecommonusageoftheseterms(usus communis)viatheir
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eamducere?et tamen,siduciteam,nonpeccat.Nonergosemperpeccatuir,quando
facit, quod non debet, si proprie intelligitur ‘non debere’. Nemo tamen negat uirum
debereducereuxorem.Debet igituretnondebet.Sedsimemoreseorum,quaesupra
dictasunt,sicutdicimus‘nonfacereesse’pro‘facerenonesse’:itadicimus‘nondebere
facere’pro‘deberenonfacerc’;etideo,ubiest‘deberenonpeccare’,diciturproeo‘non
deberepeccare’.quodintantumobtinuitusus,utnonaliudintelligatur,quam‘debere
nonpeccare’.”

53 Fragmenta Lambeth,S36,p.32.
54 Uckelman(“ModalitiesinMedievallogic,”51)notesthatSereneholdsadiffer-

entview,namelythat“onlyascriptionsmadeinmodeoneare‘proper’,sincethisisthe
onlymode inwhich the agent’s action directly causes the outcome ascribed to him.
Ascriptions in mode two are ‘improper’ because the directly relevant factor is the
agent’sfailure toact rather thanhisdirectlydoingwhat isascribed tohim.”(Serene,
“Anselm’sModalconceptions,”123).
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properusage(usus proprie).Suchananalysisgivesaformaljustifica-
tionforAnselm’sargumentsthatimproperusesofagentiveanddeon-
tictermsinScripturecanbegroundedinproper,logicalusage.55 this
formalanalysiscanprovideaframeworkforhisviewson,forexam-
ple,graceandsinorfreewillaspresentedintheDe libertate arbitrii.
inthislattertreatise,Anselmdefendsanormativeconceptionoffree-
domaccordingtowhichanagentisfreewhentwoconditionsarejoint-
ly satisfied:1) shehas the ability toperformagivenaction, 2) that
actionistheonesheoughttoperform,thatis,itisobjectivelytheright
actionandhencetheonesheoughttowanttoperform—roughly,that
anagentisfreewhenshecanactassheought,regardlessofalterna-
tives.OneoftheaimsofFragmenta Lambeth wastoexploreandbuild
connectionsamongascriptionsofability,responsibility,andthecaus-
esofanaction.56
WhenoneapplieslogictoanalyzingAnselm’stexts,itisnecessary

toaddress thefundamentalquestionconcerningtherelationbetween
philosophical theories and logical systems. there can be two main
approachestothistopic:
• logical reconstruction of a philosophical theory (evaluating and
controllingthevalidityofinferencesinatheory)—“logicforphi-
losophy”

• philosophicaltheoryasasourceofknowledgewhichmayserveas
thesubstantivebasis fordevelopingasystemof logic—“philoso-
phyforlogic.”

inthefirstapproachwetrytoexpress,forexample,themainclaims
ofaphilosophical theory, toreconstruct itsconcepts, toexamine the
validity of its key arguments etc., by means of modern logic (i.e.,
applying those systems of logic that exist now). in the other one, a
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55 Uckelman,“ModalitiesinMedievallogic,”61.
56 King,(St.) Anselm of Canterbury [1033–1109],6.
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philosophicaltheoryservesasasourceofinspirationfordevelopinga
newsystemof logic.therefore, ineachapproach, theapplicationof
logictoananalysisofphilosophicaltheorieshasadifferentpurpose:
A.reconstructingthelogicalstructureofaphilosophicaltheory,e.g.,
Anselm’s philosophical theory—the question is whether the logical
representationadequatelyexpressesthephilosopher’sclaims.
B.reconstructingatheoryofacertainobjectivedomain—thequestion
iswhetherthelogicalrepresentationisadequatefortheareaofextra-
subjectivereality.
thedifferencebetweenapproachesAandBcanbeconsideredin

relationtoAnselm’stheoryofagency.thefirstapproachistakenby
D.WaltonandS.Uckelman,andtheanalysesinthisarticlefocusedon
justsuchanattempttoreconstructAnselm’stheoryinthelanguageof
logic,sothiswastheformulaofapproachA;however,thearticledoes
notverifythepresentedlogicalrepresentationinformulaB.thelan-
guageoflogicallowsforcertainclarificationsandpreventsonefrom
getting entangled in errors, but it does not allowone to express the
entire richness of the metaphysical issues of Anselm’s theory.
Anselm’sintention,however,wasacertainprecision,notalogicaliza-
tion of language, and in this sense Anselm’s project achieved its
intendedgoal.

Faith,language,logic:Anselmofcanterbury
andhisProjectoflogicofAgency

SUMMAry
The Philosophical Fragments (Lambeth Fragments)ofSt.Anselmofcanterbury
are a kind of dictionary that explains themeaning of certain terms, such as:
facere,velle,posse,necesse,debere,oragere.theyincludeadiscussion,con-
ductedontheintersectionoflogicandethics,ofsuchdeonticconceptsas“oblig-
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ation”and“goodness.”throughtheexplicationofmeanings,Anselmattemptsto
create a conceptual apparatus for rational proofs of the main tenets of the
christiandoctrineand,evenmorebroadly,fortheexegesisofScripture.inaddi-
tion,thisnewapparatusallowshimtoexaminesomepurelyphilosophicaltopics,
includingfreewill,causation,andtherelationshipbetweenhumanfreedomand
divineforeknowledge.recentlyattemptshavebeenmade(byD.Waltonatthe
levelofsyntaxandbyS.Uckelmanatthelevelofneighborhoodsemantics)to
reconstructthelogicofagencypresentedinthePhilosophical Fragments.
the article will briefly introduce the main issues discussed in the

Philosophical Fragments.thepapershowsthatthedescriptionandanalysisof
theverb“facere”mainlyinthePhilosophical Fragments,butalsoinAnselm’s
other treatises, can bewell describedwithin theAristotelian logical square;
however,thearticleshowssomeproblemsintryingtodescribetheconceptsof
causation,agency,andactioninthelanguageoflogic.thus,thearticleexam-
ines the thesis of the applicability of logic to the fundamental problems of
metaphysics,namelycausality,especiallyinthecontextofhumanfreewilland
God’saction.

Keywords:modal logic,causation, logicofagency,philosophyof language,
freewill,God
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